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SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING 9/23/02 
CALL TO ORDER 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
COMMENTS FROM PROVOST PODOLEFSKY 
Provost Podolefsky distributed the revised Use of Computer 
Resources policy for the Senate's review which was passed by the 
PPCIT and now moves to the University Policy Committee. 
A Regents Award dinner for staff excellence was held with Julie 
Bright, Al Stamberg and David Zarifis being recognized for 
excellence service to the university. 
Provost Podolefsky also commented on the recent faculty meeting, 
noting that it has changed from a campus address of the state of 
the university by the President hosted by the faculty to being 
advertised as "The Faculty Meeting". He questioned if the 
Senate intends this to be a faculty only affair. 
Faculty Chair Heston responded that this would be a good thing 
for the Senate to address in the future as this is an example of 
how things happen when they are passed on by word of mouth. UNI 
On-Line was used as the primary means of notification with a 
broad invitation to the University Faculty Meeting but all were 
welcomed. It was discussed that a more descriptive title might 
be more appropriate. 
The Provost also commented on the Board of Regents meeting, 
noting that the docket book in posted on the web. The annual 
governance report on Academic Program Review and Student Outcome 
Assessment was presented and UNI had 14 programs that were 
reviewed. The Board accepted the report and liked our program 
review process and our student outcome assessment process, 
suggesting that we continue to focus on program improvements 
based on existing resources and describe more fully the programs 
student outcome assessments and improvements that relate to the 
outcome assessments. 
Phase II of the Organization Review year was reported and they 
made recommendations about the Core program and facilities. He 
feels that very little from Phase III will actually take place 




All three regents institution requested restoring faculty lines 
lost during the past budget cut, and the probability that we 
will have any new money in appropriations is not likely. We 
requested $2 million in new faculty lines. He also discussed 
the pay increases which were covered by funds that came out of 
one-time budgets and that technically they will not be there 
next year unless someone authorizes it. Unless the legislature 
appropriates those funds the university will have to find that 
amount of money. If everything remains the same, there would 
need to be another budget cut to cover the salaries we have for 
this year. 
The Provost passed around a handout called "Frequently Asked 
Questions about Tuition Proposals for the 2003-2004 Academic 
year at Iowa's Public Universities" and discussed the Board's 
tuition recommendations 
COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, MELISSA HESTON 
Dr. Heston elected to delay her comments in view of the time 
constraints today . 
COMMENT FROM CHAIR, CAROL COOPER 
Chair Cooper introduced Emiliano Lerda, Northern Iowa Student 
Senate, and commented on the expertise that the Student Senate 
conducts their meetings, noting that they meet Wednesdays at 
7:00 P.M. in the Maucker Union Expansion. 
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING 
823 Request recommendations on Priority Scheduling from EPC 




Chair Cooper noted that there are a number elections to campus 





First is the election of a liaison to the Military Science 
Committee to replace Gerald Petersen, Library. Nominated were 
James Robinson, Philosophy and Religion, Jonathan Schwab, Music, 
Jesse Swan, English Language and Literature, and Sue Joslyn, 
HPELS. 




Ballot voting occurred resulting in the need for a vote-off as 
there was not clear majority between Sue Joslyn and Jonathan 
Schwab. 
The second balloting resulted in a tie. 
A third balloting was conducted and also resulted in a tie. 
The decision was settled by a coin toss with Jonathan Schwab 
being elected . 
Election of a faculty member to the Enhancement of Teaching 
Committee. 
Tim Bryant was elected by acclimation. 
Election of a Senate representative to the Liberal Arts Core 
Committee. 
Chair Cooper noted that Karen Couch Breitbach and Laura Terlip 
will be leaving that committee. 
There were no nominations so this will be addressed at the next 
Senate meeting. 
Election to the Faculty Strategic Planning Committee. 
This is to replace Lauren Nelson who is stepping down. 
There were no nominations so this will be addressed at the next 





Election to the Senate Budget Committee . 
Gayle Pohl was the Senate representative last year and has 
indicated that she would like to continue. She was elected by 
acclimation. 
Election to the Constitution/By-Laws Committee. 
This is a committee of three; Scott Cawelti, Hans Issakson and 
Carol Cooper. 
There were no nominations so this will be addressed at the next 
Senate meeting. 
Election of a Senator to the Regents Award Committee. 
Chris Ogbondah volunteered and was elected by acclimation. 
Election to the University Facilities Planning Committee . 
Senator Chancey, Physics, Kent Snowden, Library, and Lyn 
Countryman, PLS all volunteered. Voting occurred with Senator 
Chancey being elected. 
Election to the University Health and Safety Committee. 
Senator Herndon nominated Joe Wilson, HPELS, who was elected by 
acclimation. 
ONGOING BUSINESS 
Nadene Davidson, Director of Price Lab School, Bill Callahan, 
Interim Dean of the College of Education, Roger Kueter, Director 
of Student Teaching, and Rori Carson, Associate Dean and 
Director of the Teacher Education Program were present to report 
to the Senate on the Price Lab School issue. 
Chair Cooper turned the meeting over to Faculty Chair Heston to 
serve as moderator, noting that the Senate would like to have a 
brief update from each about the ongoing decision making and 





CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS 
ADJOURNMENT 
DRAFT FOR SENATOR'S REVIEW 
MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MEETING 
9/23/02 
1580 
PRESENT: Clif Chancey, David Christensen, Carol Cooper, Cindy 
Herndon, Melissa Heston, Ali Kashef, Associate Provost sue Koch, 
Susan Moore, Chris Ogbondah, Provost Podolefsky, Tom Romanin, 
Laura Terlip, Dhirendra Vajpeyi, Katherine vanWormer, Donna 
Vinton, Susan Wurtz, Mir Zaman. 
Lyn Countryman was attending for Karen Couch Breitbach and 
Melissa Beall was attending for Gayle Pohl. 
ABSENT: Kenneth Basom, Shahram Varzavand . 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair cooper called the Senate to order at 3:15P.M. 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
Motion to approve the minutes of the August 26, 2002 meeting by 
Senator Romanin; second by Senator Christensen. 
Motion passed. 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
Terry Hudson, Waterloo-Cedar Falls Courier was present. 
COMMENTS FROM PROVOST PODOLEFSKY 
Provost Podolefsky distributed the revised Use of Computer 
Resources policy for the Senate's review. Comments should be 





moves to the University Policy Committee. He noted that the 
Faculty Senate does not typically approve IT policies and this 
should take care of questions that have been raised. 
A Regents Award dinner for staff excellence was held with Julie 
Bright, Al Stamberg and David Zarifis being recognized for 
excellence service to the university. 
Provost Podolefsky also commented on the recent faculty meeting, 
noting that in the past it has been a campus address of the 
state of the university by the President hosted by the faculty. 
The past few years it has been advertised as "The Faculty 
Meeting" and non-faculty members have been reluctant to attend. 
He questioned if the Senate intends this to be a faculty only 
affair. 
Faculty Chair Heston responded that this would be a good thing 
for the Senate to address in the future as this is an example of 
how things happen when they are passed on by word of mouth. She 
noted that last year, when planning for the first meeting as 
Faculty Chair, President Koob had indicated that it was "your 
faculty meeting, do what you want." She had attempted to use 
UNI On-Line as the primary means of notification with a broad 
invitation that it is the University Faculty Meeting but all are 
welcomed . It was discussed that a more descriptive title might 
be more appropriate. 
The Provost also commented on the Board of Regents meeting, 
noting that the docket book in posted on the web. The annual 
governance report on Academic Program Review and Student Outcome 
Assessment was presented. UNI had 14 programs that were 
reviewed. The Board accepted the report and liked our program 
review process and our student outcome assessment process. They 
suggested that we continue to focus on program improvements 
based on existing resources and describe more fully the programs 
student outcome assessments and improvements that relate to the 
outcome assessments. He noted that every time these reports are 
turned in the Board reminds us that they are not supposed to be 
a plea for more resources. 
Phase II of the Organization Review that he has been discussing 
for about the past year was reported. They made recommendations 
about the Core program and facilities. There is a Phase III but 
he feels that very little from Phase III will actually take 





All three regents institution requested restoring faculty lines 
lost during the past budget cut. The probability that we will 
have any new money in appropriations is not likely. We 
requested $2 million in new faculty lines. The pay increases 
for all were covered by funds that came out of one-time budgets. 
Technically, they will not be there next year unless someone 
authorizes it. This means the university will have to find that 
amount of money to cover the pay increases unless the 
legislature appropriates those funds. If everything else is 
status quo, there would need to be another budget cut to cover 
the salaries we already have for this year. 
The Provost passed around a handout called "Frequently Asked 
Questions about Tuition Proposals for the 2003-2004 Academic 
year at Iowa's Public Universities". He summarized that the 
Board is recommending $650 per student per year in increased 
tuition ($325/semester); double for out-of-state tuition. That 
is 17.6%, noting that our tuition is pretty low by national 
standards. Tuition plus fees, which will also go up slightly, 
will be $4900 per year. The Board pointed out in their 
presentation that in 2002 the three Regents universities were 
cut $81.9 million, and 2003 they were cut $42.6 million, for 
total of $124 million in two years. That's an average of $2800 
per students that was taken back out of our appropriated 
dollars. According to a map, Iowa is only one of four states 
that shows a negative number in state appropriations to higher 
education, and Iowa has the largest negative number. For 
comparison, in 1981, 77% of the cost of education came from the 
state and 20% from tuition. For FY 2003-2004, if this tuition 
package passes, 42% of instruction will be paid for by the 
students and 52% by the state, compared to 30% in 2001. 
COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, MELISSA HESTON 
Dr. Heston elected to delay her comments in view of the time 
constraints today. 
COMMENT FROM CHAIR COOPER 
Chair Cooper introduced Emiliano Lerda, Northern Iowa Student 
Senate. She commented on the expertise that the Student Senate 
conducts their meetings. She noted that they meet every 





Chair also noted that the Calendar issue is coming up soon but 
will delay any discussion as there is the Price Lab School issue 
to discuss today. 
CONSIDERITION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING 
823 Request recommendations of Priority Scheduling from EPC 
Chair Cooper noted that it has been since 1996 since this has 
been discussed. There have been some changes from EPC involving 
the Honor's Program and athletics. 




Chair Cooper noted that there are a number elections to campus 
committees to take place today. First is the election of a 
liaison to the Military Science Committee to replace Gerald 
Petersen, Library. Nominated by Senator Terlip were James 
Robinson, Philosophy and Religion, Jonathan Schwab, Music, and 
Jesse Swan, English Language and Literature. Nominated by Cindy 
Herndon was Sue Joslyn, HPELS. 




Ballot voting occurred resulting in the need for a vote-off as 
there was not clear majority between Sue Joslyn and Jonathan 
Schwab. 
Senator Herndon spoke on behalf of Sue Joslyn, noting that she 
is a very organized person would stay on top of things. She 
also has served on this committee in the past. 
Senator Cooper spoke on behalf of Jonathan Schwab, noting that 
from her experience as the Chair on Committee on Committees he 
has expressed a desire to serve and he is committed to the 





The second balloting resulted in a tie . 
A third balloting was conducted and also resulted in a tie. 
The decision was settled by a coin toss with Jonathan Schwab 
being elected. 
Election of a faculty member to the Enhancement of Teaching 
Committee. 
Senator Moore nominated Tim Bryant, Library. Motion to elected 
Tim Bryant by acclimation by Senator Terlip; second by Senator 
Countryman. 
Motion passed. 
Election of a Senate representative to the Liberal Arts Core 
Committee. 
Chair Cooper noted that Karen Couch Breitbach and Laura Terlip 
will be leaving that committee . 
There were no nominations so this will be addressed at the next 
Senate meeting. 
Election to the Faculty Strategic Planning Committee. 
This is to replace Lauren Nelson who is stepping down. 
There were no nominations so this will be addressed at the next 
Senate meeting. 
Election to the Senate Budget Committee. 
Gayle Pohl was the Senate representative last year and has 
indicated that she would like to continue. 
Motion to elect Senator Pohl by acclimation by Senator Zaman; 






Election to the Constitution/By-Laws Committee . 
This is a committee of three; Scott Cawelti, Hans Issakson and 
Carol Cooper. 
There were no nominations so this will be addressed at the next 
Senate meeting. 
Election of a Senator to the Regents Award Committee. 
Chris Ogbondah volunteered and was elected by acclimation. 
Election to the University Facilities Planning Committee. 
Senator Chancey volunteered and Kent Snowden, Library 
volunteered. It was noted that Gerald Petersen is the other 
person currently on that committee Chair Cooper wanted the 
Senate to be informed that if Kent Snowden were elected that 
would put two people from the Library on that committee. 
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Senator Chancey noted that as Head of the Physics Department, he 
has a vested interest in the renovation of the Physics Building 
which is slated to happen in the next couple of years. He noted 
also that the scheduled renovation of the East Gym involves 
several departments in his college. 
Senator Moore spoke on behalf of Kent Snowden, noting that he is 
head of the Access Service Department and as such oversees the 
facility of the library and is very interested in maintaining 
good facilities for the university itself. 
Lyn Countryman volunteered . She noted that with the situation 
of the Lab School and with the renovations there, she is 
interested in serving on that committee. 
Voting occurred with Senator Chancey being elected. 
Election to the University Health and Safety Committee. 
Senator Herndon nominated Joe Wilson, HPELS. 
Motion to close nominations by Senator vanWormer; second by 





Joe Wilson was elected by acclimation . 
ONGOING BUSINESS 
Nadene Davidson, Director of Price Lab School, Bill Callahan, 
Interim Dean of the College of Education, Roger Kueter, Director 
of Student Teaching, and Rori Carson, Associate Dean and 
Director of the Teacher Education Program were present to report 
to the Senate on the Price Lab School issue. 
Chair Cooper turned the meeting over to Faculty Chair Heston, 
noting that as Dr. Heston has no vote at the Senate, she will be 
moderator. She stated that the Senate would like to have a 
brief update from each about the ongoing decision making and 
discussion of Price Lab and what the status quo is in terms of 
its future and your planning. She noted that we would also like 
to have time for questions from the Senate. 
Nadene Davidson, Director of Price Lab School, thanked the 
Faculty Senate for the opportunity to share the process that 
they are using to determine what their recommendations will be. 
Her comments are as follows. Price Laboratory School has 
provided significant leadership to teacher education at UNI, as 
well as educational programs and professional development across 
Iowa for the past 118 years. Our very existence is being 
questioned and we believe we have the responsibility and talent 
to fully answer this challenge. We have this responsibility for 
all our students - UNI, PLS - as well as professional peers on 
campus and across Iowa, our Cedar Valley community, and the 
educational system in Iowa. Our discussions have been mindful 
of all of these broad communities that are looking at us and 
assessing 11 what we will be 11 • 
The obvious question on what we will 11 Be 11 is looming large and 
monstrous before us. What is the big picture for PLS and what 
should Price Laboratory School look like now that will lead us 
forward into what we should look like 5 or 10 years form now. 
How will the decisions we make now impact the potential and 
future for five years or more down the road? I would like to 
outline the process and some of the things that have been 
discussed in trying to organize and approach the question of how 
to maintain quality with the PLS three-part mission in light of 





In identifying the sections to include in the report that will 
be presented, the Board of Regents minutes have been reviewed to 
identify key issues. The letter Provost Podolefsky sent to Dean 
Callahan regarding the timeline and information needed in the 
report to the UNI administration was also reviewed. 
A number of ideas from various individuals have been brought 
forth. These individuals have included UNI faculty from various 
colleges and department on campus, UNI students, parents, Iowa 
Department of Education, in addition to specific PLS faculty. 
Committees were formed to investigate these ideas. The work had 
included having conversations with Dean Bill Callahan, Roger 
Kueter, and Rori Carson on their perceptions and view of the 
future of PLS. Work has also bee done to complete a cost 
benefit analysis on impact of various programs. These 
committees are also identifying sections to include in the 
report. 
There is a group of alumni, emeritus, and friends of PLS 
organizing a campaign for external dollars. A letter has been 
sent requesting pledges and direct contributions to the 
Foundation. An advisory board has been organized for the Ross 
A. Neilsen Endowment fund that includes Trev Alberts, Barbara 
Lounsberry, Bob Stevens, Bob Hellman, Joan Duea, and Les Hale . 
Contacts for various LEA partnerships have been initiated. An 
introductory meeting was held with Dewitt Jones, and Bev Smith 
from the Waterloo schools. Another meeting was held with Dan 
Smith, Dan Conrad, and Jan Ott from the Cedar Falls schools. 
Representatives of the Janesville school board and 
administration also met with PLS administrators and parent 
representatives. 
Information was gathered from our PLS faculty and staff in 
regards to various grade level configurations. The 
configurations we are reviewing are as follows: K-12, 4-12, K-
9, and K-6. Parents were surveyed to identify their support for 
these various grade level configurations. Data on the risks and 
benefits form each configuration has been compiled. We have 
also requested and are waiting to receive copies of the data 
from Dr. Carson and the information she requested several weeks 
ago from Teacher Education Faculty in regard to these options. 
PLS faculty have continued to work at building bridges with the 
Iowa Department of Education. In the past we have worked with 




specific initiatives - the evaluator training related to the 
Teacher Quality Legislation and the DE committee with the Focus 
on High Schools. The group is particularly interested in the 
work we are doing in the high school with the senior year group 
and secondary advisory. 
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A couple of weeks ago I was asked to provide information for the 
State Board of Education that highlighted the initiatives and 
workings of PLS in professional development and teacher 
education. 
Individuals contacted a number of lab schools around the country 
to gather data on various funding formulas/ideas that we might 
want to model. 
Our parent group has identified a task force committee to lean 
effort related to this report and addressing the budget. 
Last week we held another parent meeting to share the status of 
our discussions as well as seek conversation and input from 
them. 
This leads us to today. We are heavily focused on the data 
gathering process to have all available information needed to 
make a thorough report and recommendation. I have briefly 
described the process we have been using to address the question 
before us of maintaining a quality PLS program that addresses 
our three-part mission while addressing the defined budget 
reduction. 
Ms. Davidson thanked the Senate for the opportunity to share 
this information today. 
Roger Kueter, Director of Student Teaching offered the following 
comments. 
Like Nadene, I, too, would like to thank the members of the 
Senate for asking all four of us to give our opinion and visit 
with you. You heard Nadene talk about the focus that is going 
on at the Laboratory School and you heard also say that I had 
been asked to visit with a group in regards to the various 
proposals. 
It might be well to spend just a few minutes to share with all 
of you how the Department of Teaching operates. The Department 
of Teaching if a university department, one of the larger 





division of the Malcolm Price Laboratory School. Some twelve 
years ago it had and identified its own director and operates 
almost an independent department within the college and within 
the university. The second division of that department is the 
Office of Student Field Experiences. At the time of that 
formation, twelve years ago, it was Dean Switzer's intent to 
have the director of the Malcolm Price Laboratory School report 
directly to the Dean, and the department head and director of 
the Office of Student Field Experience, likewise, report to the 
Dean. It took a little while for that total management format 
to be implemented in its totality, and it was only at the hiring 
of Dr. Wendell McConnaha that Wendell McConnaha did then sit on 
the College of Education's management team and reported directly 
to the Dean. Its relationship to the Department of Teaching is 
primarily for academic kinds of purposes, and PAC particular 
roles. We have the budgets of both of the divisions are 
separated and identified independently and operate in that 
particular manner. 
Senator Zaman questioned why those four options that Dr. 
Davidson spoke of for Price Lab, K-12, 4-12, K-6, and K-9, were 
chosen. Dr. Davidson responded that one of the driving forces 
has to do with the dollars that are connected to the issue, the 
need to reduce the budget. She believes that one of the 
questions is balance and maintaining quality, and what pieces 
still are allowing us to the Teacher Ed piece, the Outreach, the 
Professional Development. And what are the configurations that 
can be delivered based on the budget and the dollars that are 
available. Various people identified various configurations, 
and that's where we're trying to look at the benefits and risks 
of each of those configurations. 
Senator Zaman responded that those three options have, will they 
be sufficient to enter the three-part mission that was 
mentioned? Does having K-6 in any way take away from our 
students in the Field Experiences? Are these three similar 
options? 
Dr. Davidson responded that K-6 would limit the opportunities 
for the secondary majors; we wouldn't have that portion and we 
would have to look at different ways to deliver the program to 
the 7-12 students. 
Dean Callahan interjected, noting that he would like to offer a 
word of caution. I have been very careful in my comments to the 
press and to groups who ask me, to avoid talking about the 





I done this? Because the charge to the Laboratory School has 
been to come up with an option that they feel meets the criteria 
that have been established. The criteria that I believe are 
most important are two. And if you have been reading the paper 
you know what these are, I assume. One, that $2.1 million total 
be reduced from the budget of the Laboratory School by next 
year. And two, that whatever program comes out of the 
Laboratory School suggestions is one that is of high quality, 
one that we can all stand behind. Not just the Laboratory 
School, the College of Education and the University as a whole. 
I asked the Laboratory School at the beginning what they wanted 
me to do. Do you want me to make the decision? Do you want me 
to sit with you and come up with possible options and work 
through these options with you? Do you want me to receive your 
suggestion and then advocate for it as long as it meets the two 
criteria that have been established for the situation? And they 
selected the third, that they would form the committees, and 
that they would evaluate the various models. At the appropriate 
time they would make a recommendation. As a result of that, I 
have been very hesitant, as a matter of fact I haven't been 
willing to respond to the relative merits of any single 
configuration because I feel that would not be fair to the folks 
at the Laboratory School who are working hard on the development 
of a variety of configurations, the pluses and minuses, the 
ideas that are strong for each of those, the ways models might 
interact with one another. Is there another option that we 
haven't considered that might meet the criteria and give us a 
sort of fifth choice, if you will. 
I think we all need to be very careful in asking the Laboratory 
School for specific information at this time about their 
deliberations. Once they have agreed on what they consider to 
be a reasonable response to this situation, then I think 
questions are quite appropriate. Also, I think that in order to 
be fair to that committee, it is extremely important for me to 
not prejudice any single groups thinking about what I say or how 
I say it; that I be very careful not to prejudice any nice 
thinking by making comments on what I consider to be the 
strengths or weaknesses of a particular model. Now they have 
charts of positives and negatives related each of the 
suggestions that have been presented here. I also know that 
they are investigating other alternatives in collaboration with 
the Department of Education. Options that I had not heard of 
until today. So had I advocated for any one position, or even 
given my interpretation of the strengths and weaknesses of any 





to the committees at the Laboratory School that are working hard 
to come up with what they consider to be the most desirable 
option. And I would caution the Senators, if you will allow me 
to do this, to be very careful that this conversation doesn't do 
the same thing, doesn't give opportunity for folks to make 
assumptions about the relative merits of one over the other in a 
premature fashion. Now, if you ask Nadene to make a 
presentation with the charts that show the pluses and minuses 
that they have worked out thus far for the various models, along 
with the models, that's a separate issue. But she has not done 
that this afternoon, all she has done is overviewed these ideas. 
So please, be cautious in your questioning not to allow one of 
the other senator's to assume something based on your question 
that you may not have been asking at all, but that in the way 
Nadene was forced to respond, allowed another Senator to make an 
assumption about a preference or a particular model, without 
full disclosure of the pluses or minuses related to that model. 
Now, if you wanted Nadene to make that presentation, that 
something you take up with her. I say that presentation at a 
parent meeting last Wednesday night, and it is quite thorough. 
But it is also quite complex. And this is a complex issue with 
a lot of, I'm going to use the work "political" because I'm sure 
what the proper word is here, ramifications. There are a lot of 
interest groups that are very prepared to make assumptions based 
on limited information on the way this should be done, or the 
way this should not be done. And in order to avoid the 
possibility of making those assumptions without the most 
complete data we have available is tricky to me and it is 
something that I have been very careful to avoid. So, Dr. 
Zaman, I only offer that as a word of caution. Of course, I am 
in no position to tell any Senator what to do or what not to do. 
You know that I am not attempting to do that but I am attempting 
to make sure we remain fair in our presentation of information 
about the situation at the Laboratory School at this current 
time, This is a very delicate time because they are in the 
final stages of decision making, and if a group were to begin 
pressuring them, in one way or another, I think that would be 
very unfair to those people. 
Senator Vajpeyi remarked that what is being said is that it is 
too premature for us to ask any questions, and this is a 
listening session. 
Dean Callahan responded that one could interpret what he just 
said in that way. However, what he is saying is that one needs 
to be cautious in the kinds of questions one asks to avoid the 




questions, no; please don't think that I said that, because I 
did not say that, nor did I imply that no questions should be 
asked. What I implied was that we need to be very careful in 
the kinds of questions we ask. 
Senator Countryman stated that she believed that the Senate is 
just interested in what is happening, and she trust what Nadene 
will share. Dr. Zaman's question was what is the impact or 
ramifications on the students? 
Dr. Zaman responded that he thought they were coming here today 
to share with , us what has been happening and to keep the Senate 
informed as to what is going on. And on the basis of that, he 
was trying to get some information. If they are not ready to 
share information, that's fine, but then why are we sitting 
here? 
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Chair Cooper commented that she did invite them to speak, and 
maybe we have to meet with them again because at some time today 
she would like to know when the final decision will be made and 
we may need to visit then also. It's report in process and she 
knew that when she invited them . 
Senator Terlip stated that she knows that one of the things that 
has been confusing amongst a number of issues is some of the 
assumptions that are being operated under. One of those is the 
$2.1 million cut. She is not questioning whether that is an 
assumption, but people need to understand, just for 
clarification, just how that figure was arrived at. There are 
all sorts of speculation about why that much in comparison to 
other parts of the university. We all have taken hits recently 
but it seems that it is a huge part of your budget. She asked 
for clarification as to why that figure and why it carried over 
from last year, so we all are on the same page, it would be 
helpful. 
Provost Podolefsky responded that it carried over because the 
Board cut it last year, the Board eliminated that amount of 
money. It carried over because it was a permanent budget voted 
on by the Board of Regents. The docket with the final budget 
proposal for FY 03 had to show where the various funds were 
coming from so that we would live within the budget we were 
allocated; it was documented on and voted on by the Board of 
Regents at that meeting. 
Lyn Countryman commented that when she looked at the minutes 




Provost Podolefsky responded that one should look at the docket 
book rather than the minutes to see what they were approving. 
Chair Cooper clarified that the proposal for the budget for the 
$2.3 million was designated precisely for the Lab School? The 
Provost responded that it was. 
He elaborated that the $800,000 was the amount the Lab School 
folks felt they could take out this year, and the remainder was 
the amount that he took from the student tuition that had been 
given for a new faculty positions. He figured that during the 
time they were searching for these faculty positions we could 
use the money to keep the Laboratory School. The $800,000 was 
reduced last year through the good work of the Nadene and her 
colleagues. Monies from the UNI student tuitions were 
temporarily used to sustain the Lab School to give them the 
chance to have the conversation that they are having now. 
Chair Cooper questioned where the Regents got the idea to take 
the $2.3 million out. 
Provost Podolefsky responded that it came from the university . 
Faculty Chair Heston urged those Senators who have questions to 
ask them. 
Dean Callahan asked the Senate to not assume that he does not 
think that Nadene is not capable of speaking for herself. 
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Provost Podolefsky interjected that the reason he sent out the 
memo (letter dated 7/19/02) was to be clear about who was doing 
what. He also wanted to send out another letter saying let's 
let the people who are experts talk about the Laboratory School, 
let's ask Dr. Carson what the impact of the different scenario's 
be on the teacher education program. And then when these people 
get all the information, then they can talk to each other about 
how these plans mesh. But the problem from last year that he's 
trying to avoid this year, is that too often we had arguments 
before we had much information. He wanted to various pieces of 
information so that the decisions could be in the best interest 
of everybody concerned. 
Dean Callahan noted that he wanted to avoid arguments over 




Senator Zaman commented that before they make their 
recommendations, he would be interested in how they arrive at 
the recommendations. He might have some input in the process. 
At the beginning of the Lab School issue, he was given the 
understanding that the Senate would be kept informed as to how 
things are going, how the decisions will be made. He doesn't 
want to see the final recommendation, he want to see how the 
final recommendation was arrived at. 
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Senator Romanin remarked that he believes that we are being 
brought up on the process today. If we want to get involved in 
that process then we should go about it through the channels 
that have been identified. We need more information on the 
process as some of the senators may have input but haven't known 
how to get that into the process yet. How do we as individuals 
and faculty, not senators, get that information into their 
system? 
Dean Callahan responded that questions directly related to the 
impact on the teacher education program, you would need to talk 
with Dr. Carson. A faculty member who has a specific question 
or idea to contribute should go to Ms. Davidson. She would see 
that it is taken to the proper group . 
Melissa Beall noted that she would like to hear from Dr. Carson 
about the impact as that was her role in being her and that we 
all are concerned as to what is happening to UNI students. 
Rori Carson, Associate Dean and Director of the Teacher 
Education Program, offer the following. 
Since a number of you are not Teacher Ed faculty, let me 
cultrate you and let you know about the Teacher Education 
Program. The Teacher Education Program at the University of 
Northern Iowa serves between 3500 and 4000 students a year. It 
fluctuates depending on people who have declared Teacher 
Education as their major. Of those, typically about two-thirds 
are Early Childhood/Elementary majors, and about one-third are 
secondary majors. That is the general ratio and it also 
fluctuates. 
It is organized to reflect a sequence of Field Experiences, of 
which Price Lab School has primary responsibility for one. 
There are actually, depending on how you divide them, a sequence 
of four or five field experiences that all students are required 
to participate in. The initial Field Experience, which we call 




students, occurs within their setting at the community college 
in whatever school is available there. 
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Level II Field Experience, which occurs after students have been 
admitted to Teacher Education, which is a whole additional 
admissions process itself, takes place at Price Laboratory 
School. That is, in essence, a 25-hour field experience in the 
classrooms. 
The third field experience, which occurs in Level III along with 
two other field experiences, is a methods experience. Those 
occur in the various content areas specialties and disciplines. 
Some have multiple methods courses, like Elementary Education. 
Some have one methods course, such as Social Studies. 
The next two field experiences, occur at Student Teaching. 
Students are required to do two eight or seven-week assignments. 
We require them to do them in two different settings. 
A person who goes through our program and is recommended for 
licensure from UNI, has a minimum of four opportunities for 
field experiences, of which one is required at Price Laboratory 
School, the Level II Field Experience. It is used in other 
areas such as methods but that is not a requirement of the 
program. When the press talks about Student Teachers, it gives 
an inaccurate vision of what happens at Price Lab School. Yes, 
they are students who are teaching in Level II but they are not 
certainly typically call a "Student Teacher". 
This is a little bit of background and it is sometimes difficult 
for people to understand who are not in Teacher Ed. 
Senator Terlip asked for clarification that every student that 
does Level II go through PLS. Dr. Carson responded that all 
about twelve students per semester are required to do their 
Level II at Price Lab. It is done because they view Price Lab 
as an entry-level experience for those that have been admitted. 
It is our initial opportunity to see them with people who are 
very competent at evaluating initial teaching abilities. We 
have safe guarded Price Lab School as the place where that needs 
to occur. 
Senator Zaman questioned if the proportion of Level II students 
follows the proportion of two-thirds Early/Elementary and one-
third secondary. Dr. Carson responded that it is not exactly 
that way because there are a small number of students that are 




physical education. Those students can actually be placed 
depending on where we have space at either one of the Levels. 
Last fall there were about 54 students in the K-12 classes that 
were placed at Price Lab and there were 82 that were placed in 
secondary programs, and about 250 in elementary education. 
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The Level II experience is divided into three sections each 
semester. In order to get students through the Price Lab School 
program they are divided into three fairly equal sections so 
they don't all come to Price Lab at that same time. The ratios 
of students, meaning university level students, to Price Lab 
Professors, that are well represented across multiple semester 
are, 3.8 students to each elementary teachers; 4.1 students to 
K-12 teacher, and approximately 1.2 students for each secondary 
teacher. The secondary ratio is inflated is because not every 
secondary teacher has an opportunity to have a student, as 
example, there are not a lot of students studying to be Physics 
teachers, thus, there are not lot of students placed with the 
Price Lab Physics teacher. 
When I sign off on a recommendation to the state of licensure, 
we say to the state that this person is capable of teaching in 
whatever the area is. If it is at the secondary level, what 
that says is that person knows how and has shown he can teach 
students from seventh through twelfth grade. If it is at the 
elementary level, then this person can teach from kindergarten 
through sixth. This is a recent addition to the licensure 
recommendation in the state of Iowa instead of telling the state 
that the person has completed a certain amount credits, semester 
hours, seat time or course work. What we now say to the state 
is we know that this person can teach in these areas because we 
have documented it. Hence the five different teaching 
experiences in what we hope are different settings and with 
different populations of students. 
Chair Cooper questioned if the recent practice of mentoring 
first year teachers has affected placement. Dr. Kueter 
responded that it has not and that they have had more requests 
for student teachers both locally and throughout the state. 
Dr. Carson noted that that is a concern that people have that 
might happen. She doesn't feel that the mentoring has been 
place long enough for people to really know whether that will 
happen. 
Dr. Countryman asked if UNI has done any needs assessment for 




Dr. Carson responded that the state of Iowa will need Music 
teachers, Industrial Technologies teachers, Science teachers of 
all kinds, reading specialists, and special educators. 
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Senator Terlip questioned what the timelines are and the 
resulting implications. Dr. Carson responded that they expect a 
state M/K accreditation visit Fall 2003 and they have been 
working of that for some time now. It is the state that allows 
UNI to license teachers. In terms of Price Lab, until we know 
what configuration it might take, we don't know what effect it 
will have. What M/K and state will do when they come in is to 
see what we are doing, and they will expect a program that is in 
the state of constant renewal and constant change. 
Dr. Carson noted that the twenty-five hours that are at Price 
Lab School are spend there as a component of a fifty-hour 
requirement of the state for pre-student teaching experiences. 
They require an additional number of hours at Level I, which is 
before students have been admitted. They require fifty hours 
after students have been admitted but before they student teach. 
UNI has historically chosen to put twenty-five of those hours at 
Price Lab School. There are some majors that do more than that 
in methods; Price Lab School is in addition to what they are 
already doing. 
Senator Terlip stated that she is just concerned with making 
sure that the UNI students continue to get the quality that they 
want. 
Chair Cooper questioned when a plan would be distributed that 
the Senate can react to. Dean Callahan responded that it has to 
be to the Provost by October 8. The time line has been pretty 
well fixed by the Board of Regents. 
Discussion followed as to how the Senate can react to the Price 
Lab Schools proposal in a timely manner given the time 
constraints. The Provost stated that he would not mind if the 
report goes to the Senate the same time it comes to him. He 
noted that it is important to have the information and data on 
this to be able to compare the various scenarios for the Lab 
School with the numerics for teacher education placements. He 
commented that he appreciates that work that has been done and 
that this is the way that the conversation process needs to take 
place. 
Dr. Heston stated that due to the time constraint, the Senate 




Department of Education and Teacher Education for taking the 
time today to come before the Senate. 
Senator Terlip passed around copies of two resolutions. The 
first resolution, offered by Senators Terlip, Christensen and 
Couch Breitbach, is consistent with what the United Faculty had 
recently passed, as well as taking into what the Senate had 
passed last year related to curriculum. The Senate has been 
asked to endorse this resolution that looks at the Lab School 
changes as a substantive structural or functional change. The 
Senate has been asked to consider lending their voices to so 
that folks will know that the Senate and the faculty is 
concerned. She urged the Senators to talk with their 
constituents before we vote on this. 
The second resolution, which is not signed, that is asking for 
the Senate to find additional funding. They would like the 
Senate to look at changes in the Lab School in relation to our 
core mission to train teachers and to go on record about that. 
Senator Terlip noted that there is not time to adequately 
discuss these resolutions today but she noted that the Senate 
needs to go on record at some point . 
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Discussion followed as to how best to consider these resolutions 
given the time constraints place on the Lab School to report 
their proposal to the administration. 
Dr. Countryman urged the Senate to weigh in on this because it 
is a curriculum issue. She asked the Senators to consider how 
they would react if their budge was cut in half because that is 
what has happened to the Lab School. The Lab School has been an 
integral part of the university and teacher education for a long 
time. If the Senate waits too long, it will be too late. 
Senator Christensen stated that 
a resolution that is unsigned. 
will find out who sponsored the 
information to the senate. 
he feels very uncomfortable with 
Chair Cooper stated that she 
resolution and get that 
Motion by Senator Christensen to meet again on September 30; 
second by Senator Terlip. Chair Cooper noted that this would be 
to state what direction the Senate will go in regards to the 
Price Lab School issue. 
Discussion followed with Senator Zaman questioning if the Senate 




out. If the Senate has to meet once the report has been issued 
then he would just as soon meet then. He also noted that he 
would like the Senate to strongly support any of the options 
that we feel to the Board of Regents. Dr. Heston noted that if 
the Senate decides to meeting the following Monday, October 7, 
they will be competition with the Teacher Education faculty 
meeting. Provost Podolefsky noted that once he receives the 
report, it will go to the Cabinet and they will make a 
recommendation to the Board. He noted that it would be very 
difficult to weigh in on whether or not to support any proposal 
without knowing the impact of it. 
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Dr. Heston questioned if the Senate takes it up at their October 
14 meeting, would that allow adequate time for the Senate to 
discuss it. The Provost responded that the administration does 
not have to respond until the 22 so a meeting on the 14 would 
allow the Senate time to discuss it. Chair Cooper noted though 
that the Senate would like to have some input. And if the 
Senate feels that that report was done too quickly and would 
like to extend and have it received by the Board in February, 
the Senate would like to have that option. And that is what 
worries her, a quickly done report may be fine, but it might not 
be and if it doesn't meet what the Senate considers to be the 
kind of report they want done, we would like that option. 
Dr. Countryman commented that there doesn't seem to be any 
collaboration or sharing between the parties collecting data. 
Provost Podolefsky responded that the way it was laid out in the 
memo that was given to the Senate was that the Dean's Office was 
where the various parts would come together. You need all this 
information, what goes on, how it's done, what the options are 
to develop a rational opinion. 
Discussion followed on what information the Senate would like to 
have, and if the Senate would be able to have input on the issue 
once they received that information. Provost Podolefsky 
responded that if the Senate meets again on October 14 to review 
the Lab School proposal, he would have time to take the Senate's 
recommendations to the Cabinet before it goes to the Board of 
Regents. 
The Senate will ask Dean Callahan to forward any documents that 
will be sent to the Provost to the Senate so they can be 
reviewed prior to the meeting on October 14. Dean Callahan and 
others will be invited to the meeting on the 14th so that they 




Motion to adjourn by Senator Vajpeyii second by Senator 
Countryman. 
Meeting adjourned at 5:15 P.M. 
Respectfully submitted by, 
Dena Snowden 
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9.54 Use of Computer Resources 
Use of Computing Resources 
University of Northern Iowa computing resources are for use by the students, faculty, staff 
and other authorized users of the University of Northern Iowa; and only for purposes 
consonant with the mission of the University. The University by its very nature values 
openness and promotes access to a wide range of information. Campus information systems 
have been designed to be as open as possible and, as such, the University insists on 
appropriate use of these systems. 
Because disruption of the electronic environment has widespread consequences for many 
members of the University community and because electronic information is easily 
reproduced, respect for the work and rights of others is especially important. 
Electronic mail and files stored on computers are considered confidential and private to the 
fullest extent permitted by law and university policy. Systems are not priYate. The university 
reserves the right fur its System Administrators to monitor systems under their control and 
responsibility when necessary. 
Policy on Ethical Behavior with Respect to the Electronic Information Environment 
Unauthorized or inappropriate use of the University ofNorthem Iowa computing resources is 
prohibited and is grounds for sanctions which can include suspension or loss of computing 
privileges, disciplinary action or, in extreme cases, legal action. Users with access to 
University Computer Services may be held personally responsible for ANY use made of their 
authorization. "Authorization" refers to the computer account, transaction authorization, or 
any other means by which one gains access to any computer system. 
UNI policy prohibiting sexual harassment covers all uses of electronic technology and 
communication on campus, including e-mail correspondences and news groups. 
The following are a sample, but not exhaustive list ofbehaviors with respect to the electronic 
environment which are expressly prohibited. 
*Accessing without authorization or attempting to access, alter, erase or intercept (such as 
by bus or network monitoring) computer data that are not one's own. Accessing, or 
attempting to access, equipment or networks at UNI or elsewhere via UNI resources, without 
permission. Using, or attempting to use, someone else's authorization. 
*Permitting others (at UNI or elsewhere) to use one's own authorization. 
* Modifying or extending network services and wiring beyond their intended use. 
* Concealing or attempting to conceal one's identity when using University resources, except 
when anonymous access is explicitly provided. 
* Forgery or misrepresentation of one's identity. 
* Impairing, interrupting or inhibiting any other person's access to or use of resources except 
consequential to normal and acceptable use. (Examples include generating or spreading a 
virus, sending codes to lock another person's keyboard, making excessive noise, and 
inordinate consumption of resources, including network band-width). 
* Sending anonymous, deceptive, fraudulent, or unwelcome electronic communications, such 
as chain letters. 
* Violating license agreements, copyrights or intellectual property rights. Violating 
contractual obligations of the University. (See UNI Policy Copyright-Protected Computer 
Materials). 
*Re-transmitting UNI-specific or commercially obtained network resources outside of the 
University community. 
* Commercial use of information from University databases or University resources. 
The associate vice president for information technology services or designee should 
authorize beforehand inspections or monitoring related to violations of this policy on Use of 
Computer Resources. 
Information Technology Services 







FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 
ABOUT TUITION PROPOSALS 
FOR THE 2003-2004 ACADEMIC YEAR 
AT IOWA'S PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES 
Q: Why is tuition being discussed now. when it won't take effect for almost a year? 
A: Iowa law mandates the Board of Regents make a final decision on tuition by 
November, and that at least 30 days advance notice be given to students at the 
universities prior to that decision. So the debate begins now, and may extend into 
November. 
Iowa Code §262.9(18): Not less than thirty days prior to action by the board on any 
proposal to increase tuition , fees, or charges at one or more of the institutions of higher 
education under its control, send written notification of the amount of the proposed 
increase including a copy of the proposed tuition increase docket memorandum prepared 
for its consideration to the presiding officers of the student government organization of 
the affected institutions. The final decision on an increase in tuition or mandatory fees 
charged to all students at an institution for a fiscal year shall be made no later than the 
regular meeting held in November of the preceding fiscal year and shall be reflected in a 
final docket memorandum that states the estimated total cost of attending each of the 
institutions of higher education under the board's control. The regular meeting held in 
November shall be held in Ames, Cedar Falls, or Iowa City and shall not be held during 
the period in which classes have been suspended for Thanksgiving vacation. 
Q: Who makes this decision, and how do they do so? 
A: The final decision on tuition rates will be made by the nine citizen members of the 
Board of Regents in an open public meeting. The initial recommendation on 
tuition is made by the Regent Executive Director. There will be ample 
opportunities for students and others interested in the decision to provide 
comments to the Board prior to a final decision. The Board meets this month in 
Iowa City, next month in Cedar Falls, and in Ames in November. 
September 18-19, 2002 
October 16-17, 2002 
November 13-14, 2002 
University of Iowa 
University of Northern Iowa 




Q: What exactly is being recommended for tuition increases in the 2003-2004 
academic year at Iowa's public universities? 
A: Iowa resident students will be asked to pay $650 more per year, or $325 more per 
semester. Nonresident students will be asked to pay an increase of twice that 
amount, $1300 per year or $650 per semester. Students in specific professional 
school graduate programs may be charged different amounts . 






Q: So what will be the tuition bill for next year. if this proposal is approved? 
A: For Iowa resident undergraduate students seeking their Bachelors' degree, the 
tuition charge proposed for next year would be $4,342. For nonresident 
undergraduate students, tuition would be between $11,300 and $14,634, 
depending on which university they attend. Resident graduate students would 
pay base tuition of $5,038, and nonresidents would pay between $12,112 and 
$15,072, again depending on which university they attend. 
Total Base Tuition and 
Base Tuition Mandatory Fees All Mandatory Fees 
02-03 03-04 02-03 03-04 02-03 03-04 
UNDERGRADUATE 
UNIVERSITY OF IOWA 
Resident 3,692 4,342 499.00 651 4,191.00 4,993 
Nonresident 13,334 14,634 499.00 651 13,833.00 15,285 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Resident 3,692 4,342 418 686 4,110.00 5,028 
Nonresident 12,384 13,684 418 686 12,802.00 14,370 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN IOWA 
Resident 3,692 4,342 425.50 574 4,117.50 4,916 
Nonresident 10,000 11,300 425.50 574 10,425.50 11,874 
GRADUATE 
UNIVERSITY OF IOWA 
Resident 4,388 5,038 499.00 651 4,887.00 5,689 
Nonresident 13,772 15,072 499.00 651 14,271.00 15,723 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Resident 4,388 5,038 382.00 648 4,770.00 5,686 
Nonresident 12,914 14,214 382.00 648 13,296.00 14,862 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN IOWA 
Resident 4,388 5,038 425.50 574 4,813.50 5,612 
Nonresident 10,812 12,112 425.50 574 11,237.50 12,686 
Q: How does this increase compare to the increase approved last year that is now 
being collected? 
A: It's fairly similar. Last year, resident student tuition was increased by $576, 
compared to $650 proposed for 2003-2004 in the current recommendation. On a 
percentage basis, resident undergraduate tuition was raised 18.5% for the current 
year, compared to a proposed increase of 17.6% for 2003-2004. 
Undergraduate Tuition Increases 
1998-99 3.9% $100 
1999-00 4.5% 120 
2000-01 4.3% 120 
2001-02 7.2% 210 
2002-03 18.5% 576 








Q: Tuition is only one part of the picture. What is the projected total cost to attend 
Iowa's public universities next year under this proposal? 
A: Tuition, mandatory fees, room and board, and other costs for Iowa resident 
undergraduate students for next fall are projected to be, on average, $13,982, an 
increase of about $619 per semester or $1,238 for the total academic year 






















2003-04 Academic Year 
Estimated Cost of Attendance 
R 'd U d d es1 ent n ergra uate 
Room & Other Estimated 
Board** Costs** Totals** 
$5,622 $3,670 $14,285 
5,400 3,685 14,113 
4,964 3,668 13,548 
5,329 3,674 13,982 
N 'd t u d d t onres1 en n ergra ua e 
Room & Other Estimated 
Board** Costs** Totals** 
$5,622 $3,670 $24,577 
5,400 3,685 23,455 
4,964 3,668 20,506 














Q: Why are such large increases in student tuition being recommended? 
A: There are two basic reasons. The first is that the state support for public 
universities, which was reduced by almost $82 million last year, has been reduced 
again for the current year by an additional $42 million. In order to maintain the 
quality of education that Iowa students want, and our state economy needs, 
tuition income must be increased to pay for university programs the state has 
chosen not to support. Iowa's public universities have experienced some of the 
greatest state budget cuts in the nation in the last two years. 
State Appropriations Reductions 
Regent Institutions 








Percentage Change in State Appropriations 
for Higher Education, 2000·1 to 2001-2 
+7.0'% andabo¥e 
C +3.1% to +6.9% 
t:]O%to+3.0% 
-~f941$9$ 
Q: Why can't the universities just cut their budgets more instead of asking students 
to pay more again next year? 
A: Actually, both will be necessary. The state budget reductions to the institutions 
over the last two years total $124 million. Even if this tuition recommendation is 
approved, and even if the state would approve the modest increases in 
appropriations requested for next year, the total falls far short of restoring the 
cuts. Universities, who have more students than in the past, will undoubtedly be 
operating will less money next fall than they were three years ago. Reductions in 
costs and/or programs at the campuses may be moderated, but will not be 
avoided, by this recommended tuition level. 
Appropriations Reductions for Regents 
FY 2002 and FY 2003 
$124 million 
Cuts on a Per Student Basis 
$2,780 
Estimated FY 2004 Tuition Proceeds 
Gross Tuition Proceeds 
Financial Aid Set Aside 











Q: What will be done to help students be able to continue their education in spite of 
the proposed increases? 
A: The recommendation before the Regents includes an increase in the amount of 
tuition revenue to be used for student assistance. Currently, universities must 
"set aside" at least 11% of the revenue from tuition and use it for student financial 
aid programs. That minimum amount would be increased to 15% under this 
proposal. The impact of the proposed tuition increase and the policy change 
would generate over $7 million in additional student assistance available on 
campuses to university students. The proposal also recommends that the 
Regents support various efforts to increase state and federal student assistance 
programs including work-study, grants, and subsidized loan programs. 
Increase in Financial Aid Set Aside $ 7.4 million 
It is recommended the Board: 
Encourage those seeking elective office to support efforts to increase 
state and federal commitments to both public universities and state and 
federal student financial aid programs. This will assist current students 
with their education, and can help moderate future tuition requests. 
Q: Won't this large increase put students at Iowa's public universities at a 
disadvantage by having to pay more than students elsewhere in the nation? 
A: No, not at this time. Tuition at our public universities was below the national 
average last year, and will likely continue to be so. Our universities generally 
have tuition below similar institutions-known as 'peer institutions,' including 
many in neighboring states and 'conferences.' In the short run, the answer is no, 
Iowa's public universities remain a competitive bargain in the marketplace, 
providing high quality education at or below costs elsewhere. Other states are 
also experiencing difficulties, and tuitions are being raised there. The gap in 
tuition between our institutions and others, however, is narrowing, and in the long 
term, too many more increases of this magnitude could unfortunately change that 
picture. 
Regent Undergraduate 
Tuition and Fees 
2002-03 Academic Year 
Resident Non-Resident 
University of Iowa $4,191 $13,833 
SUI Peer Group Average * 5,116 15,932 
Iowa State University $4,110 $12,802 
ISU Peer Group Average * 5,110 15,213 
University of Northern Iowa $4,118 $10,426 
UNI Peer Group Average * 4,182 11,912 
Sources: Washington State Higher Education Coordinating Board, State Tuition and Fee Rates, 
January 2002 and US Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis , May 2002 . 
• Averages exclude Regent institutions. 
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Tuition and Fees Tuition Per Capita 
as % of Per Capita and Fees Income 
Income Ranking Ranking 
200G-01 2001-02 2001-02 2001-02 
IOWA 11.9% 12.7% 33 33 
Arizona* 9.4% 9.8% 48 38 
California 12.6% 12.6% 21 10 
Illinois 15.7% 17.6% 7 9 
Indiana 16.2% 17.2% 17 31 
Michigan 22.4% 23.5% 4 18 
Minnesota 15.3% 16.9% 8 8 
Missouri 17.4% 17.4% 14 28 
Nebraska 12.5% 13.1% 27 22 
North Carolina* 10.1% 11.7% 40 32 
Ohio 15.7% 16.7% 16 21 
South Dakota 13.3% 13.8% 30 36 
Texas 13.7% 14.8% 19 26 
Wisconsin 13.5% 14.1% 22 19 
Average of above 14.4% 15.3% 
(excluding Iowa) 
NATIONAL AVERAGE 13.6% 14.1% 
Sources: Washington State Higher Education Coordinating Board, State Tuition and Fee 
Rates, January .2002 and US Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, May 
2002. 
• Certain states, such as Arizona and North Carolina, have constitutional restrictions on tuition. 
Q: Why not charge nonresidents even more? 
A: There are many reasons. First, in this proposal the tuition increase for 
nonresident undergraduates is already double that of Iowa residents. And, the 
overall tuition for nonresidents is already between double and triple the rate 
Iowans pay. These out-of-state students will continue to pay more than the cost 
of their own education-and the extra tuition they pay helps hold down the rate for 
Iowa students. Finally, their contribution to campus life; and the Iowa economy 
through their time living in Iowa also provides a boost to our state. 
University of Iowa FY 2001 FY 2003 
Nonresident Undergraduate Tuition Only $10,668 $13,334 
Undergraduate Unit Costs $9,432 $9,699* 
Undergraduate Unit Cost with Est. Capital $10,264 $10,849* 
Iowa State University FY 2001 FY2003 
Nonresident Undergraduate Tuition Only $9,748 $12,384 
Undergraduate Unit Costs $8,402 $8,679* 
Undergraduate Unit Cost with Est. Capital $9,124 $9,532* 
University of Northern Iowa FY 2001 FY2003 
Nonresident Undergraduate Tuition Only $7,870 $10,000 
Undergraduate Unit Costs $8,132 $8,167* 









Q: Is all this investment really worth it for students and the state? 
A: For the students, the U.S. Census Bureau statistics indicate the average 
Bachelors degree graduate will earn about $900,000 greater income in their 
lifetime than the average high school graduate. The return on the investment 
necessary to obtain a four-year college degree is clear. And, for those with 
advanced degrees, that lifetime income is even higher. The future strength of 
Iowa's economy, and the nation's economy increasingly depends on those higher 
skilled, higher earning workers contributing to state productivity and spending 







Work-Life Earnings Estimates for Full-Time Workers by 
Educational Attainment 
$- $500,000 $1,000,000 $1,500,000 $2,000,000 $2,500,000 $3,000,000 $3,500,000 $4,000,000 $4,500,000 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Surveys, March 1998, 1999, and 2000 
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Q: So what does the future hold for students in the next few years? 
A: It's up to the public and our elected leaders. To maintain truly high quality public 
universities, more than 60% of the general education portion of the universities 
budgets has historically come from public sources through state appropriations. 
In recent years, state support cuts have meant that we have fallen far short of that 
goal. It is critical that no matter what is determined as the precise level of tuition, 
state appropriations begin again next year to rise, rather than be cut or the 
necessary balance will never be regained. And, it is equally important that in the 
2004-2005 year that Iowa's public universities receive a significant increase in 
state support, as is contained in the recommended 2004-2005 Regents 
appropriations requests. It will take decisions by state government officials to 
provide more support to the public universities to moderate the need for such 
large increases in tuition in the future as have been necessary recently. 
Universities Educational Revenues 
as %of Expenditures 
...... 77.4% - fl7J~Ofn 70.0% -
60.0% 
-.- __ ~0 
58.9% 
State Appropriations 
I -------- 54.3% -52.2% 50.0% 
40.0% ..... .41 7% 
Tuition Revenues _l-----~ 39.2% 30.0% ---- /30.6% -- - 27.8% 20.0% 20.8% 
10.0% ~ \. 6.1% ..,.l.S!'k- -r.4%- 75.7% 6.4% 6.5% 
0.0% 
u~~~~ FY 91 FY01 FY02 FY03 FY04 
Budgeted &tlmlted 
Board of Regents, State of Iowa 
University of Iowa, Iowa State University, and University of Northern Iowa 
FY 2004 FY 2005 
Incremental Incremental 
FY 2003 Requests Requests 
FY 2003 Direct State Strategic Strategic 
Budget Appropriations* Investments** Investments** 
SUI $1,036,190,955 $287,422,685 $5,000,000 $16,500,000 
ISU 409,721,602 239,809,203 4,000,000 13,500,000 
UNI 133,548,947 82,815,878 2,000,000 6,500,000 
lSD 8,559,913 7,943,985 300,000 1,300,000 
IBSSS 4,776,425 4,446,059 175,000 700,000 
Subtotal $1 ,592, 797,842 $622,437,810 $11 ,475,000 $38,500,000 
Other 2,854,947 1,555,041 59,000 150,000 
Total $1,595,652,789 $623,992,851 $11 ,534,000 $38,650,000 
* Includes FY 2003 state salary funding of $25 million. 








Statements of Impact on UNI 
Teacher Education Program 
Related to Possible MPLS Scenarios 
Overview 
This document was prepared to provide data concerning the impact of possible 
changes in the configuration of Malcolm Price Laboratory School (MPLS) on the teacher 
education program at the University ofNorthern Iowa (UN1). Since some who will read 
this document are not familiar with the UNI teacher education program, the initial part of 
this document provides some basic programmatic information. 
Currently at UNI, the required practica components ofthe teacher education 
program is organized into four sequential practica experiences, Levels I through IV, 
which are required of every UNI teacher education student. These practica experiences 
reflect program requirements as outlined in Chapter 79 - Standards for Practitioner and 
Administrator Preparation Programs in the state of Iowa. 
During Level I, UNl students are placed in classrooms throughout the metro area 
to participate in thirty clock hours of structured observations of local teachers . The Level 
I experience occurs prior to when a student has officially been admitted to the teacher 
education program. Approximately 35% of the UNI students take Level I coursework at 
a community college and transfer the credit when they enter UNI. 
During Level II, most but not all UNI students complete a practica experience at 
MPLS that is no longer than 25 clock hours. Students who are allowed to enroll in Level 
II classes have successfully completed all requirements to be officially admitted to the 
teacher education program. It is during the Level II experience that students teach their 
first lesson and begin basic interactions with a classroom of students . The majority, but 
not all, of the UNI students who participate at MPLS are Level II students. Most students 
complete their Level II practica at MPLS . 
During Level III, UNI students complete one or more practica experiences that 
are designed to reflect the specific requirements of their chosen major. Practica 
experiences at this level are arranged and supervised by the methods professor in their 
chosen content area and last for a total of 2 5 or more clock hours . Some methods 
students are placed at MPLS, but the majority of the methods students are placed within 
the greater metro area and throughout the state of Iowa. 
During Level IV, UNI students complete two student teaching experiences 
consisting of two different seven-week assignments in their chosen content area(s) . UN! 
assigns groups of students to a specific student teaching center where they receive 
substantial supervision from a UNI professor who resides in that geographic area. It is 
during this time that the UNI student takes complete control of a classroom for an 
extended period oftime Student teachers are rarely placed at MPLS because it is not 
considered best practice to place Level II students in classrooms that are taught by a 
student teacher 
At UNI, most students earn a license that reflects one of two levels . 
Approximately two-thirds ofUNI teacher education students earn a license that will 
allow them to teach PK through 6th grade . These students are typically enrolled in the 
early childhood and/or elementary program Approximately one-third of the UNI teacher 
education students earn a license that will allow them to teach from ih through I ih 
grades . These students are enrolled in secondary education courses . There are some 
students enrolled in majors like art, music, physical education, and special education, 
who frequently choose to earn an endorsement at both levels . For the purposes of this 
document those students are referred to at K-12 university students . 
As a recommending agency, UNI affirms to the state of Iowa that a student who is 
recommended for one of the above types of licenses can effectively teach at all grades 
that are represented by that license. For example, when UNI recommends an elementary 
major for a license, UNI attests to the fact that the student can effectively teach in any 
setting from kindergarten through 6th grade . As of August 31, 200 I, UNI is required by 
the state oflowa to document, through analysis of student performances, the ability of 
each teacher education student to effectively teach at all grades covered in their licensure 
area. Success in a diversity of practica experiences allows UNI to make such a 
recommendation 
Table II has been organized to illustrate the typical Level II supervision that 
occurs at MPLS . This table is organized to reflect the three levels of placement 
(elementary, K-12, and secondary) by spring and fall semesters during a typical academic 
year. The table shows the total number of students placed in specific content areas . 
Since there are three sessions during each semester, the number of students is divided by 
three to equal an average number of students per session. That number is then divided by 
the number of teachers who served those students to get the ratio of UNI students to 
MPLS teachers . As shown in the table, there are differences between the ratios at the 
elementary and secondary levels. 
This document has been organized to provide data for the following four possible 
scenarios a) the elimination of all of MPLS; b) a configuration that would include grade 
4 through grade 12; c) a configuration that would include grade N/K through grade 6; and 
d) a configuration that would include grade N/K through grade 9. Information has been 
provided for each scenario that reflects how that scenario would be likely to affect the 
four sequentially organized UNI practica experiences (Levels I through IV) in the UNl 
teacher education program. For the sake of comparison, the impact or likely impact has 










Elimination of all of MPLS - Impact on teacher education program on an annual 
basis - Substantial 
A Level I (200 0 17) - The elimination of all ofMPLS would have some impact on 
the approximately I ,000* * students placed in Level I placements in the 52 
schools in the metro area due to the infusion of an additional 700+ students into 
the metro area schools . 
B. Level II (200 128)- The elimination of all ofMPLS would have a significant 
impact on the approximately 700 students placed in Level II placements at MPLS . 
All Level II students would need to be placed in the metro schools for this 
practica experience This would require the development of new and/or 
additional placement procedures, training of cooperating teachers, and 
collaboration/supervision by UNI professors . Additional challenges would also 
include scheduling and transportation issues . 
C. Level III (Methods)- The elimination of all ofMPLS would have some impact 
on the approximately 750 students placed in methods placements throughout the 
greater metro area and/or the state due to infusion of additional 700+ students in 
the metro area schools . 
1. There are substantial numbers ofteachers in the greater metro area (see Table 
1 ). The majority of the methods students are already placed in the greater 
metro area or throughout the state by their respective methods professors (ie 
Social Studies, Math, Art, etc .) 
2 . Content area professors who do utilize MPLS for methods, like Physical 
Education, Modem Languages, and Elementary Math, would need to find new 
placements in the greater metro area. There would be a critical need for 
communication between programs due to the potential competition for 
placements. 
3. Elementary majors are currently placed in the metro schools and around the 
state of Iowa by the Office of Student Field Experiences . This process could 
remain the same but would still be affected by increased competition for 
placements. 
D. Level IV (Student Teaching) -There would be a major impact on student teaching 
in this region, as the greater metro area would be used substantially by UNI 
students participating in the earlier practica experiences. These placements could 
be moved from the metro area to surrounding area schools and throughout the 
state of Iowa. 
II . Configuration to Include Grade 4 through Grade 12 - Impact on teacher education 
program on an annual basis - ftfoderate to Substantial 
A Level I (200 0 17) - A configuration that would include Grade 4 through Grade 12 
would have some impact on the approximately I ,000 students placed in Level l 
placements in the 52 schools in the metro area due to need for additional early 
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childhood and elementary placements. It also would require additional 
collaboration with all people in the metro schools 
B. Level II (200 128)- A configuration that would include Grade 4 through Grade 
12 would have a substantial impact on one-third of the approximately 700 
students annually placed in Level II placements at MPLS (See Table II) . 
1. The approximately 200 secondary education majors would be placed as usual 
at MPLS . 
2 More than half of the approximately 400 elementary education/early 
childhood majors would need to be placed in the metro schools for their 
practica experience. There is an adequate number of teachers throughout the 
greater metro area (See Table I) but this configuration would require 
additional placement procedures, the training of cooperating teachers, and 
additional collaboration/supervision by UNl professors . Additional 
challenges might also include scheduling and transportation issues . 
3. The approximately I 00 special programs (K-12) majors could be placed in 
remaining 4-12 classrooms or in the metro schools . 
C Level III (Methods)- A configuration that would include Grade 4 through Grade 
12 would have some impact on the approximately 750 students annually placed in 
methods placements throughout the greater metro area and/or the state . 
1. The majority ofthe methods students are already placed in the greater metro 
area by their respective content area methods teachers (ie. Social Studies, 
Math, Art, etc.). 
2 . Few methods students utilize NfPLS for methods . Some who do include 
Physical Education, Modern Languages, and Elementary Math. These 
students could still be placed in a 4-12 configuration or use the greater metro 
area if they wanted a K-3 or early childhood experience. 
3. Elementary majors would continue to be placed in the metro schools and 
around the state of Iowa by the Office of Student Field Experiences. 
D . Level IV (Student Teaching)- A configuration that would include Grade 4 
through Grade 12 would have some impact on student teaching, as the greater 
metro area would be used more extensively by UNI Elementary majors who 
would be unable to complete their Level II experience at MPLS. 
III. Configuration to Include Grade N/K Through Grade 6- Impact on teacher 
education program on an annual basis ~ Moderate 
A Level I (200 0 17) - A configuration that would include grade N/K through grade 
6 would have some impact on the approximately I ,000 students annually placed 
in Level 1 placementsin the 52 schools in the metro area due to potential changes 
in use of teachers at the secondary level. It also would require additional 
collaboration with all people in the metro schools 
B. Levell! (200 128)- A configuration that would include grade N/K through grade 
6 would have a substantial impact on some of the approximately 700 students 








1. The approximately 200 secondary education majors would need to be placed 
in the metro schools for their practica experience There is an adequate 
number of teachers in the greater metro area (See Table I) but this 
configuration would require additional placement procedures, the training of 
cooperating teachers, and additional collaboration/supervision by UN! 
professors. Additional challenges might also include scheduling and 
transportation issues. 
2. The approximately 400 elementary education/early childhood majors would 
be placed as usual at .MPLS. 
3. The approximately 100 special programs (K-12) majors could be placed in 
remaining K-6 classrooms and/or in the metro schools. 
C Methods (Level III) - A configuration that would include grade N!K through 
grade 6 would have some impact on the approximately 750 students annually 
placed in methods placements throughout the greater metro area and/or the state. 
I . The majority of the methods students are already placed by their respective 
methods teachers in the greater metro area (ie. Social Studies, Math, Art, etc.) 
However the cooperating teachers would now have greater flexibility in the 
type of UNI experience they would want to host in their classroom. 
2. Few students utilize .MPLS for methods. Some who do include Physical 
Education, Modern Languages, and Elementary Math. These students could 
still be placed in a K-6 configuration or they would need to use the greater 
metro area if they wanted a 7-12 experience. 
3. Elementary majors would continue to be placed in the metro schools and 
around the state oflowa by the Office of Student Field Experiences. 
D. Level IV (Student Teaching)- A configuration that would include grade N/K 
through grade 6 would have some impact on student teaching, as the greater metro 
area would be used extensively by UNI students participating in the earlier 
practica experiences, especially secondary education students. This might require 
less use ofthe greater metro area for student teaching experiences. 
IV . Configuration to Include Grade K Through Grade 9- Impact on teacher 
education program on an annual basis - None to Minimal 
A Level I (200 :0 17)- A configuration to include grade K through grade 9 would 
have no impact on the approximately I ,000 students annually placed in Level 1 
placements in the 52 public and parochial schools in the metro area. 
B Level II (200: 128)- A configuration to include grade K through grade 9 would 
have no impact on the approximately 700 students annually placed in Level II 
placements at MPLS (See Table II) . 
I . The approximately 200 secondary education majors are certified 7-12 and 
would be placed in grades 7-9 for their Level II practica experience and in 
grades I 0 through 12 during one of their other four practica experiences .. 
2. The approximately 400 elementary education/early childhood majors would 
be placed as usual. 
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3. The approximately 100 special programs (K-12) majors could be placed in 
remaining K-9 classrooms. 
C. Methods (Level III)- Would have no impact on the approximately 750 students 
placed in methods placements throughout the greater metro area and/or the state 
on an annual basis and some impact on the small number of methods students 
currently doing their methods work at l\1PLS . 
1. The majority of the methods students are already placed by 
their respective methods teachers in the greater metro area (ie. Social Studies, 
Math, Art, etc.). 
2. Few students utilize l\1PLS for methods. Some who do include Physical 
Education, Modem Languages, and Elementary Math. 
3. Elementary majors are already placed in the metro schools and around the 
state oflowa by the Office of Student Field Experiences. 
D. Level IV (Student Teaching)- A configuration to include grade K through grade 9 
would be no impact on student teaching opportunities in the greater metro area. 
V. Additional needs and considerations for all scenarios 
A There will be an increased need to develop processes that address the 
enhancement of collaborative relationships with the metro area schools and 
between the components of the teacher education program. 
B. There will be a need to revise some of the existing supervision practices for UNI 
students. This could result in a number of different formats, depending upon the 
practica level and the content area being addressed. 
C. Student transportation might also be a need for some UNI students. However, 
since students are able to fulfill the practica requirements at Level I and Level III, 
it appears that they would also be able to fulfill any practica requirements at Level 
II that might occur in a setting other than MPLS. 
D. Curricular decisions at UNI are within the purview ofthe faculty. Therefore, no 
suggestion has been made to eliminate or change the Level II practica 
requirement. Like all other practica requirements in the teacher education 
program and numerous other non-teaching majors at UNI, the location of practica 
experiences occurs in the best available site. These sites change to reflect 
availability and student needs. 
* • All numbers represent rounded approximations. These numbers are based on the 
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TABLE I 
Teachers in Waterloo, Cedar Falls and PLS Schools 
• District !&W Area Number Total Total w/out PLS Waterloo Public Schools K-12 Art 23 Cedar Falls Public Schools K-12 Art 8.4 33.4 31.4 
Price Lab School K-12 Art 2 
Waterloo Public Schools 9th-12th Business Education 12 
Cedar Falls Public Schools 9th-12th Business Education 5.9 18.9 17.8 
Price Lab School 9th-12th Business Education 1 
Waterloo Public Schools Inter/Sec Counselors 16 
Cedar Falls Public Schools Inter/Sec Counselors 8 26 24 
Price Lab School Inter/Sec Counselors 1 
Price Lab School Elem. Elem. Counselors 1 
Waterloo Public Schools 9th-12th Foreign Language 15 
Cedar Falls Public Schools 9th-12th Foreign Language 8.6 26.6 23.6 
Price Lab School 9th-12th Foreign Language 3 
Waterloo Public Schools 9th-12th Home Economics 12 
Cedar Falls Public Schools 9th-12th Home Economics 5.8 18.8 17.8 
Price Lab School 9th-12th Home Economics 1 
Waterloo Public Schools 9th-12th Industrial Arts 10 
Cedar Falls Public Schools 9th-12th Industrial Arts 6.6 16.6 16.6 
Price Lab School 9th-1.2th Industrial Arts 0 
Waterloo Public Schools K-12 Instrumental Music 19 
Cedar Falls Public Schools K-12 Instrumental Music 8 29 27 
Price Lab School K-12 Instrumental Music 2 
Waterloo Public Schools 9th-12th Language Arts 29 • Cedar Falls Public Schools 9th-12th Language Arts 21 .1 53.3 50.1 Price Lab School 9th-12th Language Arts 3.2 Waterloo Public Schools 9th-12th Math 23 
Cedar Falls Public Schools 9th-12th Math 16.8 42.8 39.8 
Price Lab School 9th-12th Math 3 
Waterloo Public Schools K-12 Media Specialists 21 
Cedar Falls Public Schools K-12 Media Specialists 10 32 31 
Price Lab School K-12 Media Specialists 1 
Waterloo Public Schools 6th-8th Middle School (all subjects) 105 105 105 
Waterloo Public Schools K-12 Physical Education 22 
Cedar Falls Public Schools K-12 Physical Education 15.3 40.3 37.3 
Price Lab School K-12 Physical Education 3 
Waterloo Public Schools 9th-12th Science 24 
Cedar Falls Public Schools 9th-12th Science 15.9 42.9 39.9 
Price Lab School 9th-12th Science 3 
Waterloo Public Schools 9th-12th Social Studies 23 
Cedar Falls Public Schools 9th-12th Social Studies 16 42 39 
Price Lab School 9th-12th Social Studies 3 
Waterloo Public Schools K-12 Special Education 129 
Cedar Falls Public Schools K-12 Special Education 43 174 172 
Price Lab School K-12 Special Education 2 
Waterloo Public Schools K-12 Talented & Gifted 9 
Cedar Falls Public Schools K-12 Talented & Gifted 2 11 11 
Price Lab School K-12 Talented & Gifted 0 
• Waterloo Public Schools K-12 Vocal Music 17 Cedar Falls Public Schools K-12 Vocal Music 9 28 26 Price Lab School K-12 Vocal Music 2 
TABLE II 
.. 
Total UNI Student Placements at Price Lab School 
b C t t A f 2001 2002 >V on en rea or -
Level S~ring 2002 Fall 2001 
Elementa~ UNI Students PLS Teachers UNI Students PLS Teachers 
EARLY CHILDHOOD 16 5 16 5 • NURSERY /KINDERGARTEN 45 3 53 3 
UNIT II 46 3 55 3 
GRADE 3 33 2 37 2 
GRADE4 28 2 33 2 
GRADE 5 26 2 26 2 
SUBTOTALS 194 17 220 17 
Ratio by Session* (A,B,C) of Students:Teacher 194/3 = 64.67 3.8:1 220/3 - 73.34 4.3:1 
K-12 Placements UNI Students PLS Teachers UNI Students PLS Teachers 
ART 0 0 13 2 
MUSIC 12 3 13 4 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 19 5 11 4 
SPECIAL EDUCATION 10 3 13 3 
VISUAL ARTS 12 2 0 0 
SUBTOTALS 53 13 50 13 
Ratio by Session* (A,B,C) of Students:Teacher 53/3-17.66 1.38:1 50/3 = 16.67 1.28:1 
UNI Students PLS Teachers UNI Students PLS Teachers 
Seconda)l 7-12 
BUSINESS 5 1 4 1 
FAMILY CONSUMER SCIENCE 1 1 0 0 
LANGUAGE ARTS 25 6 22 5 
MATH 8 4 12 5 
SCIENCE 10 4 7 3 
SOCIAL STUDIES 29 4 30 4 • WORLD LANGUAGE 6 3 14 4 
SUBTOTALS 84 23 89 22 
Ratio by Session* (A,B,C) of Students: Teacher 84/3 = 28 1.22:1** 89/3 = 29.66 1.35: 1** 
GRAND TOTALS 331 53 359 52 
*Session= 4-week time period 
· • The subtotals & ratios represented in the secondary areas refiect only those teachers who were assigned to work with 
200:128 students. An additional three 7-12 teachers were not assigned any 200:128 students during those two semesters. 
• 





Whereas Article IV of The Constitution of the Faculty of the University ofNorthern 
Iowa, as approved by the Iowa Board of Regents, states that the faculty has "a central role 
in all decisions regarding educational policy and curriculum" (p. 4); and 
Whereas the position of this Faculty Senate is that substantive structural or functional 
changes of any element ofthe University's academic programs are inherently curricular 
in nature; and 
Whereas the Administration's proposal to restructure Malcolm Price Laboratory School 
and create "professional development model" partnerships with area school districts has 
significant implications for the many teacher education majors offered throughout the 
University, including the potential to create additional financial, time, and logistical 
burdens for UNI students engaged in ''field experiences" and other stages of the 
professional education program; 
The Faculty Senate proposes a 5-year period maintaining the current N-12 status ofPrice 
Laboratory School: 
• to allow thorough review of the curricular 
ramifications of closing any Laboratory school 
grades (not only for the College ofEducation, 
but also for the entire university and its students) 
as part of the regular curricular cycle; and 
• to provide time for adequate exploration of external 
funding sources, including funding from the new 
Price Laboratory School Endowment Fund; funding 
from external grants; and funding from parents and 
other sources. 





Resolution Relating to Closure of an Area that Involves Faculty 
Teaching at the University ofNorthem Iowa 
Whereas, our mission statement declares that: "The University of Northern Iowa is 
Iowa's only public university that is distinguished by its emphasis on undergraduate 
education. The University contributes to the development of students by providing a 
diverse, dynamic leaming environment characterized by excellence in teaching," and our 
vision states: "The values, in combination with the context in which the University exists 
and the long tradition it maintains, underlie the vision for which this plan strives." 
And whereas, 126 years ago the University ofNorthem Iowa was founded on the grounds 
of an orphanage that provided a K-12 education to the children of Civil War soldiers and 
a significant part of the history ofUNI has been in teacher education and teacher 
education is one of the core characteristics that distinguishes UNI from other Iowa 
Regent's universities; 
And whereas, the teacher training at Malcolm Price Laboratory School involves a major 
commitment to UNI's effort towards the preparation of teaching graduates, the majority 
of which go on to teach in Iowa's public school system, having had extensive field 
experiences at MPLS and is a central feature ofUNI's teacher education program; 
And whereas, MPLS in the 2001-02 academic year served 789 UNI teacher education 
students who matriculated through 200:128 with UNI teacher education students 
spending 15,780 hours in MPLS classrooms being taught, guided, mentored and assessed 
by MPLS faculty, and MPLS served as a field experience site for 67 different university 
courses totaling over 7,000 additional hours ofUNI teacher education instruction, and 
MPLS has been recognized for its innovation in ICN long distance education to Iowa's 
public schools allowing for UNI faculty research on teaching methods in the K -12 
environment; 
And whereas, MPLS parents and faculty have been told by UNI administrators that if 
they pursue an investigation of the financing ofMPLS relative to the funding of non-core 
related areas of the university, and it becomes public, then the UNI administration will 
seek to close down the entire school, and in response, the parents have sought the outside 
assistance of David Dutton, Esq. to determine how to obtain infom1ation relevant to the 
deliberations about MPLS; 
Be it resolved that the Faculty Senate ask the UNI administration to seek to find funds 
from areas not directly related to the core ofUNI's mission and vision statement before 
taking money from the MPLS budget, and that the Faculty Senate investigate the 
financing ofMPLS relative to the funding of non-core related areas of the university. 
Possible non-core areas would include, but not be limited to: the UNI Athletic budget that 
currently receives approximately $3 million in general funds, the Memfis project that 
receives $550,000 out of general funds, or the Intemational Student Teaching Fund which 
has $250,000 in general fund monies. 
